The composite fermion (CF) model of the quantum Hall effect which gives the correct series of charges is based on attachment of flux quanta to the electron. The construction of the series of charges leads to a field expression which requires that flux quanta are attached to the electron. The series based on the experimental data is correct but the field deduced from such a series is found to be incorrect. The size of the CF is compared with the electron radius and it is found that for the same density, the CF are internally inconsistent. The attachment of the flux quanta to the electron or detachment of flux quanta from CF is neither found experimentally nor is feasible theoretically.
Introduction
The fractional charges found in the experimental data of quantum Hall effect are described by e ef f = νe where two expressions for ν appear to give the correct experimental values,
and
The above expressions are symmetric with respect to interchange of ν and ν * so that,
For p=1, the first of these series gives,
which is the same as found experimentally for e ef f = ν * e and integer ν. For ν =1, 2, 3, 4, etc. correct values of the effective charge are found.
Jain (1989, 1998) introduced two types of quasiparticles, the composite fermions (CF) and the electrons. The magnetic field is quantized for both of these quasiparticles but they see different fields,
The two fields are related by the expression,
If we put B * =0, then B is quantized and when we put B=0, then B * is quantized. It is assumed that φ o can be parallel as well as antiparallel to B. Here p is an integer, ν and ν * are also integers. By substituting integer ν, fractional ν * is produced. The number density of electrons per unit area is ρ and φ o =hc/e. While ν * = ν/(2ν + 1) gives a series of experimentally measured values correctly, the field B * is not observed experimentally.
Therefore, we wish to see if (7) is internally consistent. The factor 2p is an even number and it produces the correct series (4), i.e., the factor 2 in the denominator of (4) is correct.
According to the expression (7), even number of flux quanta are attached to the electron, i.e., CF = e + 2p vortices.
We can represent this quasiparticle by a picture showing an electron with two (even number) of flux quanta attached as shown in Fig.1 .
Comments
(a). We find that the series (4) is experimentally observed but the field (7) is not observed experimentally. If there was a phase transition at which the even number of flux quanta were attached while cooling and detached while heating, then it was satisfactory to represent the field by (7) but no such phase transition is found experimentally.
The number density of electrons is given by ρ = n o /l 2 , where l is the magnetic length, so that for ν=1,
The size of the electron may be determined by the classical radius of the electron which is given by, e 2 /mc 2 ,
or by the Compton wave length which is the inverse mass,
For h=6.6262× 10 −27 erg s, c= 2.9979 × 10 10 cm/s and e = 4.80325× 10 −10 esu, φ o =hc/e=4.13
Therefore, the magnetic length is seven orders of magnitude larger than the Compton wave length of the electron. Similarly, the magnetic length is nine orders of magnitude larger than the classical radius of the electron. Therefore, if flux quanta are attached to the electron, the CF are going to be vary large objects while the electrons are small. In the expressions (5) and (6) the density of CF is equal to the density of electrons. Why the very large CFs should have the same density as that of electrons? A small number of large objects can fill the same space as a large number of small objects but large objects can not fill the same space with the same number as the small objects unless the larger ones are squeezed, but there is no provision to squeeze in any of the formulas. Therefore, the expressions (5) and (6) are internally inconsistent with (7). There is not enough room to attach a lot of vortices to electrons. When a large number of vortices are attached
to the electrons, we should require a lot more space than that occupied by electrons.
Therefore CF model is internally inconsistent. 
Proper theory
The correct theory of the quantum Hall effect is given by Shrivastava 4 . It has been pointed out that all of the experimental data on the quantum Hall effect agrees with the theory of Shrivastava. 
Conclusions.
We find that the flux quanta are not attached to the electrons. Hence the CF model is incorrect. The flux attachment is neither found experimentally nor is feasible theoretically. Such experimentalists who are claiming to have observed the CF have observed only the series of charges but not the flux attachment. Usually it is a custom to agree with the decisions and proceed by assuming that the "awarded result" is correct but in the case of CF the award is clearly misplaced.
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